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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This action is responsive to the amendments and remarks filed 1 0 February 
2009. Claims 1 - 5, 7 - 10, 12 - 15 and 17 - 20 are currently pending. 

Specification 

2. The amendment filed 10 February 2009 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) 
because it introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no 
amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added 
material which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: "A data- 
processing device can include a computer-readable storage medium comprising 
computer instructions for.." 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: On Page 9 
Lines 11 - 15 of the specification the incorporated reference is incorrectly titled/labeled. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 
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Claims 10, 12 - 15, and 17 - 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as not falling 
within one of the four statutory categories of invention. The Federal Circuit 1 , relying 
upon Supreme Court precedent 2 , has indicated that a statutory "process" under 35 
U.S.C. 101 must (1) be tied to a particular machine or apparatus, or (2) transform a 
particular article to a different state or thing. This is referred to as the "machine or 
transformation test", whereby the recitation of a particular machine or transformation of 
an article must impose meaningful limits on the claim's scope to impart patent-eligibility 
(See Benson, 409 U.S. at 71-72), and the involvement of the machine or transformation 
in the claimed process must not merely be insignificant extra-solution activity (See 
Flook, 437 U.S. at 590"). While the instant claim(s) recite a series of steps or acts to be 
performed, the claim(s) neither transform an article nor are positively tied to a particular 
machine that accomplishes the claimed method steps, and therefore do not qualify as a 
statutory process. That is, the Applicant has provided no explicit and deliberate 
definitions of "generating", "determining" or "obtaining" to limit the steps to the digital 
form and physical form for image processing and the claim language itself is sufficiently 
broad enough to read on an individual looking at series of images, references and 
visualizing a three-dimensional model of the spatial structure within the images take 
from different views. The Examiner notes that structure in the preamble is not sufficient 
to overcome the rejection and structure needs to be significant to the basic inventive 
concept and not just a pre/post solution activity, such as structure for the acquisition of 

1 In re Bilski, 88 USPQ2d 1385 (Fed. Cir. 2008). 
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the image(s). Furthermore, the Examiner notes that for the method claims to be deemed 
statutory under as being directed to a transformation there needs to be a depiction of 
the modified data as an external (non-pure-data) representation of the physical object. 
The step of generating a three-dimensional model is not necessarily a non-data external 
depiction but may still be pure data. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. In the amendments entered 2/21/2008 new claim 
20 has been entered to claim a computer readable storage medium. The Examiner can 
not find support for the computer readable storage medium comprising computer 
instructions in the original disclosure and as such the claim is rejected under 112 first 
paragraph as new matter. 



2 Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 175, 184 (1981); Parker v. Flook, 437 U.S. 584, 588 n.9 (1978); Gottschalk v. 
Benson, 409 U.S. 63, 70 (1972); Cochrane v. Deener, 94 U.S. 780, 787-88 (1876). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

8. Claims 1 - 5, 7 - 10, 12 - 15 and 17- 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kenneth R. Hoffmann, Andreas Wahle, Claire Pello-Barakat, 
Jack Sklansky & Milan Sonka, "Biplane X-ray Angiograms, Intravascular Ultrasound, 
and 3D Visualization of Coronary Vessels" International Journal of Cardiac imaging, 
Dordrecht, NL, Vol. 15 No. 6 Dec. 1999 Pertinent Pages 495 - 512 in view of 
Yoshigahara et al. U.S. Patent No. 7,015,951. 

With regards to claim 1 , Hoffmann et al. teach a device for generating a 
three-dimensional model of a spatial structure comprising: an imaging unit 
for generating two-dimensional projection images of the structure from 
various directions; (Hoffman et al., Page 496 Column 1 Lines 4 - 8) a 
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display unit that is coupled to the imaging unit for displaying one of the 
projection images as a reference image, in which connection the display 
unit comprises input means in order to make possible the interactive 
specification of at least one image point of the structure as a reference 
point; (Hoffmann et al., Page 498 Column 1 Lines 25 - 42) a data 
processing device that is coupled to the imaging unit and the display unit 
and is designed to reconstruct a space point corresponding to the 
reference point of the structure from further projection images produced 
from other direction using the image-processing unit, (Hoffmann et al., 
Page 498 Column 2 Lines 27 - 35) wherein the space point is 
reconstructed by evaluating other image points of the further projection 
images that lie on a respective epipolar line of the reference point, 
(Hoffmann et al., Page 496 Column 2 Lines 1 2 - 1 9 and Lines 35 - 41 , 
Page 497 Column 2 Lines 5-20 and Lines 30 - 49, and Page 498 
Column 3 Lines 1 - 6 and Column 3 Line 20 - Column 4 Line 35) and 
wherein gray scale values corresponding to the other image points are 
projected on a projection line of the reference point and added to form a 
sum profile (Hoffmann et al., Fig. 3, Page 499 Column 2 Lines 7-18 and 
Page 496 Lines 26 - 35) and wherein said space point is defined as that 
position on the projection line of the reference point at which the sum 
profile assumes an extreme. (Hoffman et al., Fig. 3[right], Page 499 
Column 1 Line 22 - Column 2 Line 18 and Page 500 Column 1 Line 8 - 
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Column 2 Line 26, Hoffman et al. use projections and epipolar lines to 
determine the space points of a vascular structure, as can be seen in the 
right portion of Fig. 3 the minimum values, extremes, of the sum profile are 
mapped to the vascular structure) Although it is believed that the 
teachings of Hoffmann et al. are sufficient to teach wherein said space 
point is defined as that position on the projection line of the reference point 
at which the sum profile assumes an extreme the Examiner draws 
attention to Yoshigahara et al. for a more detailed description of using 
epipolar lines and projections for using an extreme of the sum profile to 
define a space point. Yoshigahara et al. teach wherein said space point is 
defined as that position on the projection line of the reference point at 
which the sum profile assumes an extreme. (Yoshigahara et al., Figs. 3, 
1 0, 1 2 and 1 3, Column 6 Lines 25 - 63, Column 9 Line 66 - Column 1 0 
Line 1 7, Column 1 2 Lines 49 - 61 ) It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the teachings 
of Hoffmann et al. with the teachings of Yoshigahara et al. This 
modification would have been prompted in order to determine accurate 
positions of the space point by adding an interpolation process to 
determine distance information from a virtual viewpoint, this is especially 
beneficial in the construction and manipulation of 3D models. The 
inclusion of Yoshigahara et al. would have been prompted to more fully 
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understand the process needed to utilize epipolar lines for space point 
reconstruction. 

With regards to claim 2, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. 
teach a device as claimed in claim 1 , wherein the imaging unit is a rotation 
X-ray unit. (Hoffmann et al., Page 496 Column 1 Lines 4 - 8) 

With regards to claim 3, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. 
teach a device as claimed in claim 1 , wherein the data-processing device 
is designed to reconstruct said space point utilizing further projection 
images that are obtained during different cardiac phases. (Hoffmann et al., 
Page 503 Lines 31 - 40) 

With regards to claim 4, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. 
teach a device as claimed in claim 3, wherein the gray scale values are 
added punctiformly to form the sum profile. (Hoffmann et al., Fig. 3, Page 
499 Column 2 Lines 7-18) 

With regards to claim 5, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. a 
device as claimed in claim 1, wherein the sum profile is only evaluated in a 
segment in which gray scale values of all the further projection images 
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have contributed to the sum profile. (Hoffmann et al., Fig. 3, Page 499 
Column 2 Lines 7- 18) 



With regards to claim 7, Hoffmann et al. teach in view of Yoshigahara et 
al. a device as claimed in claim 1 , wherein the spatial structure has a 
linear route and the data-processing device is designed to reconstruct said 
linear route from a specification of a plurality of reference points situated 
on the reference image. (Hoffmann et al., Fig. 3, Page 499 Column 1 Line 
22 - Column 2 Line 18 and Page 500 Column 1 Line 8 - Column 2 Line 
26, Page 498 Column 3 Lines 1 - 6 and Column 3 Line 20 - Column 4 
Line 35) 



With regards to claim 8, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. 
teach a device as claimed in claim 1 , wherein the data-processing device 
is designed to determine a width of the spatial structure from a projection 
of a reconstructed three-dimensional model on projection images of the 
spatial structure. (Hoffmann et al., Page 498 Column 2 Lines 27 - 35, 
Page 506 Column 1 Lines 1 - 6, and Page 508 Column 1 Lines 37 - 46) 



With regards to claim 9, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. 
teach a device as claimed in claim 1, further comprising: a cyclic 
movement detector for determining spontaneous movement associated 
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with the spatial structure, (Hoffmann et al., Page 503 Column 2 Lines 6 - 
40 and Page 504 "Extraction of the catheter path" section) wherein the 
data-processing device is designed to use only those further projection 
images for the reconstruction of the space point that originate from the 
same phase of the spontaneous movement as the reference image. 
(Hoffmann et al., Page 503 Column 2 Lines 6-40 and Page 504 
"Extraction of the catheter path" section) 

With regards to claim 1 0, Hoffmann et al. teach a method for generating a 
three-dimensional model of a spatial structure comprising the following 
steps: generating two-dimensional projection images of the structure taken 
from different directions, (Hoffman et al., Page 496 Column 1 Lines 4 - 8) 
the images comprising a reference image and further projection images; 
(Hoffmann et al., Page 498 Column 1 Lines 25 - 42) displaying the 
reference image; (Hoffmann et al., Page 498 Column 1 Lines 25 - 42) 
obtaining a selection of at least one image point on the reference image of 
the spatial structure as a reference point; (Hoffmann et al., Page 498 
Column 2 Lines 27 - 35) determining a space point corresponding to the 
reference point of the spatial structure from the further projection images, 
wherein the space point is determined based on image intensity of other 
image points of the further projection images that lie on a respective 
epipolar line of the reference point, (Hoffmann et al., Fig. 3, Page 496 
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Column 2 Lines 1 2 - 1 9 and Lines 35 - 41 , Page 497 Column 2 Lines 5 - 
20 and Lines 30 - 49, Page 498 Column 3 Lines 1 - 6 and Column 3 Line 
20 - Column 4 Line 35 and Page 499 Column 2 Lines 7-18) wherein 
gray scale values corresponding to the other image points are projected 
on a projection line of the reference point and added to form a sum profile 
for determining the space point (Hoffmann et al., Fig. 3, Page 499 Column 
2 Lines 7-18) and wherein the space point is defined as that position on 
the projection line of the reference point at which the sum profile assumes 
an extreme; (Hoffman et al., Fig. 3[right], Page 499 Column 1 Line 22 - 
Column 2 Line 18 and Page 500 Column 1 Line 8 - Column 2 Line 26, 
Hoffman et al. use projections and epipolar lines to determine the space 
points of a vascular structure, as can be seen in the right portion of Fig. 3 
the minimum values, extremes, of the sum profile are mapped to the 
vascular structure) and generating a three-dimensional model of the 
spatial structure using the space point. (Hoffmann et al., Abstract, Fig. 2, 
Page 505 Column 2 "Data fusion and 3-D visualization") Although it is 
believed that the teachings of Hoffmann et al. are sufficient to teach 
wherein said space point is defined as that position on the projection line 
of the reference point at which the sum profile assumes an extreme the 
Examiner draws attention to Yoshigahara et al. in order to expedite 
prosecution and for a more detailed description of using epipolar lines and 
projections for using an extreme of the sum profile to define a space point. 
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Yoshigahara et al. teach wherein said space point is defined as that 
position on the projection line of the reference point at which the sum 
profile assumes an extreme. (Yoshigahara et al., Figs. 3, 10, 12 and 13, 
Column 6 Lines 25 - 63, Column 9 Line 66 - Column 10 Line 17, Column 
1 2 Lines 49 - 61 ) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify the teachings of Hoffmann et al. 
with the teachings of Yoshigahara et al. This modification would have 
been prompted in order to determine accurate positions of the space point 
by adding an interpolation process to determine distance information from 
a virtual viewpoint, this is especially beneficial in the construction and 
manipulation of 3D models. The inclusion of Yoshigahara et al. would 
have been prompted to more fully understand the process needed to 
utilize epipolar lines for space point reconstruction. 

With regards to claim 12, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. 
teach the method of claim 10, further comprising obtaining the two- 
dimensional projection images using a rotation X-ray unit. (Hoffmann et 
al., Page 496 Column 1 Lines 4 - 8) 

With regards to claim 13, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. 
teach the method of claim 10, wherein the space point is reconstructed 
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utilizing further projection images that are obtained during different cardiac 
phases. (Hoffmann et al., Page 503 Lines 31 - 40) 

With regards to claim 14, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. 
teach the method of claim 10, wherein the gray scale values are added 
punctiformly to form the sum profile. (Hoffmann et al., Fig. 3, Page 499 
Column 2 Lines 7- 18) 

With regards to claim 15, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. 
teach the method of claim 10, wherein the sum profile is only evaluated in 
a segment in which gray scale values of all the further projection images 
have contributed to the sum profile. (Hoffmann et al., Fig. 3, Page 499 
Column 2 Lines 7- 18) 

With regards to claim 17, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. 
teach the method of claim 10, wherein the spatial structure has a linear 
route and is reconstructed from a specification of a plurality of reference 
points situated on the reference image. (Hoffmann et al., Fig. 3, Page 499 
Column 1 Line 22 - Column 2 Line 18 and Page 500 Column 1 Line 8 - 
Column 2 Line 26, Page 498 Column 3 Lines 1 - 6 and Column 3 Line 20 
- Column 4 Line 35) 
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With regards to claim 18, Hoffmann et al. teach the method of claim 10, 
further comprising determining a width of the spatial structure from a 
projection of a reconstructed three-dimensional model on projection 
images of the spatial structure. (Hoffmann et al., Page 498 Column 2 
Lines 27 - 35, Page 506 Column 1 Lines 1 - 6, and Page 508 Column 1 
Lines 37 - 46) 

With regards to claim 19, Hoffmann et al. in view of Yoshigahara et al. 
teach the method of claim 10, further comprising: determining 
spontaneous movement associated with the spatial structure using an 
electrocardiograph apparatus, (Hoffmann et al., Page 503 Column 2 Lines 
6-40 and Page 504 "Extraction of the catheter path" section) and 
wherein only those further projection images are utilized for the 
reconstruction of the space point that originate from the same phase of the 
spontaneous movement as the reference image. (Hoffmann et al., Page 
503 Column 2 Lines 6-40 and Page 504 "Extraction of the catheter path" 
section) 

With regards to claim 20, Hoffmann et al. teach a computer-readable 
storage medium comprising computer instructions for: (Hoffmann et al., 
Page 496 Column 1 Lines 5 - 29, specifically Lines 15-19) obtaining 
two-dimensional projection images of a spatial structure taken from 
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different directions, (Hoffman et al., Page 496 Column 1 Lines 4 - 8) the 
images comprising a reference image and further projection images; 
(Hoffmann et al., Page 498 Column 1 Lines 25 - 42) displaying the 
reference image; (Hoffmann et al., Page 498 Column 1 Lines 25 - 42) 
obtaining a selection of a reference point on the reference image; 
(Hoffmann et al., Page 498 Column 2 Lines 27 - 35) determining epipolar 
lines for at least a portion of the further projection images, the epipolar 
lines being based on the reference point; (Hoffmann et al., Page 496 
Column 2 Lines 12-19 and Lines 35 - 41 , Page 497 Column 2 Lines 5 - 
20 and Lines 30 - 49, and Page 498 Column 3 Lines 1 - 6 and Column 3 
Line 20 - Column 4 Line 35) determining image intensity of image points 
of the further projection images that lie on the epipolar lines; (Hoffmann et 
al., Fig. 3, Page 496 Column 2 Lines 1 2 - 1 9 and Lines 35 - 41 , Page 497 
Column 2 Lines 5-20 and Lines 30 - 49, Page 498 Column 3 Lines 1 - 6 
and Column 3 Line 20 - Column 4 Line 35 and Page 499 Column 2 Lines 
7-18) determining a space point corresponding to the reference point of 
the spatial structure from a summation of a least a portion of the image 
intensities, (Hoffmann et al., Fig. 3, Page 496 Column 2 Lines 12-19 and 
Lines 35 - 41 , Page 497 Column 2 Lines 5-20 and Lines 30 - 49, Page 
498 Column 3 Lines 1 - 6 and Column 3 Line 20 - Column 4 Line 35 and 
Page 499 Column 2 Lines 7-18) wherein the space point is defined as 
that position at which the summation assumes an extreme; (Hoffman et 
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al., Fig. 3[right], Page 499 Column 1 Line 22 - Column 2 Line 18 and 
Page 500 Column 1 Line 8 - Column 2 Line 26, Hoffman et al. use 
projections and epipolar lines to determine the space points of a vascular 
structure, as can be seen in the right portion of Fig. 3 the minimum values, 
extremes, of the sum profile are mapped to the vascular structure) and 
generating a three-dimensional model of the spatial structure using the 
space point. (Hoffmann et al., Page 498 Column 2 Lines 27 - 35, Page 
506 Column 1 Lines 1 - 6, and Page 508 Column 1 Lines 37 - 46) 
Although it is believed that the teachings of Hoffmann et al. are sufficient 
to teach wherein said space point is defined as that position on the 
projection line of the reference point at which the sum profile assumes an 
extreme the Examiner draws attention to Yoshigahara et al. in order to 
expedite prosecution and for a more detailed description of using epipolar 
lines and projections for using an extreme of the sum profile to define a 
space point. Yoshigahara et al. teach wherein said space point is defined 
as that position on the projection line of the reference point at which the 
sum profile assumes an extreme. (Yoshigahara et al., Figs. 3, 10, 12 and 
1 3, Column 6 Lines 25 - 63, Column 9 Line 66 - Column 1 0 Line 1 7, 
Column 1 2 Lines 49 - 61 ) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the teachings of 
Hoffmann et al. with the teachings of Yoshigahara et al. This modification 
would have been prompted in order to determine accurate positions of the 
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space point by adding an interpolation process to determine distance 
information from a virtual viewpoint, this is especially beneficial in the 
construction and manipulation of 3D models. The inclusion of Yoshigahara 
et al. would have been prompted to more fully understand the process 
needed to utilize epipolar lines for space point reconstruction. 



Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 10 February 2009 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. On pages 7 and 8 of the remarks, Applicant's Representative 
argues that terms such as "computation", "data processing device", "computer", 
"computing" and so forth clearly imply the use of a computer readable storage medium 
comprising instructions. The Examiner respectfully disagrees and although there is no in 
haec verba requirement for written description the written description as originally 
disclosed does not disclose a computer readable storage medium comprising 
instructions. The Examiner asserts that the words cited above and by the Applicant's 
Representative do not clearly imply a computer readable storage medium as a 
computer does not inherently have a computer readable storage medium therefor it is 
not clear that the Applicant had a computer readable storage medium comprising 
instructions in their possession at the time of filing. The Examiner suggests amending 
the claims to "A method of operating a computer to perform..." or something of the like. 

1 0. On pages 9 and 1 0 of the remarks, Applicant's Representative argues the 
differences between Hoffmann et al. and the instant application. The Applicant's 
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Representative is reminded that although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). The Applicant's 
Representative repeatedly addresses the instant application's specification to note 
differences between the prior art and the instant application but those limitations are not 
in the claims, for example "Hoffman et al. disclose, referring to Fig. 3, only that '[e]ach 
cross section is subsequently reconstructed from its two 1 D projection profiles.' 
(Hoffman et al. at 500, right column, emphasis added) To the contrary, Applicants' 
invention utilizes a sum profile which gives a superior result because by constructive 
superimposition using multiple projections "the contributions of other vascular segments 
are destructively added, that is to say essentially averaged out." (see specification at 
page 7, lines 27-28) These limitations are not found in the claims and the Examiner also 
asserts that two projection profiles read on multiple projections. 
11. On page 1 0 of the remarks, Applicant's Representative argues that Hoffmann et 
al. do not disclose the limitation "wherein the space point is reconstructed by evaluating 
other image points of the further projection images that lie on a respective epipolar line 
of the reference point, wherein gray scale values corresponding to the other image 
points are projected on a projection line of the reference point and added to form a sum 
profile and wherein said space point is defined as that position on the projection line of 
the reference point at which the sum profile assumes an extreme" The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees and asserts that Hoffmann et al. do in fact teach the claimed 
limitation, see rejections above and asserts that no arguments as to why Hoffmann et 
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al. do not teach the claimed limitation have been received besides the Applicant's 
Representative's assertion that Hoffmann et al. do not teach the limitation. 

12. On pages 1 1 of the remarks, Applicant's Representative argues the differences 
between Yoshigahara et al. and the instant application. The Applicant's Representative 
is reminded that although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). The Applicant's Representative 
repeatedly addresses the instant application's specification to note differences between 
the prior art and the instant application but those limitations are not found in the claims. 

1 3. On page 1 1 of the remarks, Applicant's Representative argues that the Examiner 
has not pointed to evidence in the references, or any other reason showing that one 
would have been motivated to combine the cited references. The Applicant's 
Representative states that the Examiner suggests that the modification would have 
been prompted in order to clarify teachings. The Examiner respectfully disagrees and 
asserts that the quoted modification statement falls short of the entire modification 
statement made by the Examiner. The Examiner asserts that the modification would 
have been prompted in order to determine accurate positions of the space point by 
adding an interpolation process to determine distance information from a virtual 
viewpoint, which was in the previous office action. The Examiner asserts that the 
Yoshigahara et al. reference would aid in expanding upon the ideas of Hoffmann et al. 
by going into a more detailed description of the epipolar line viewpoint reconstruction 
steps, as may be needed by one of ordinary skill in the art. 
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Conclusion 

14. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ERIC RUSH whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3017. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30AM - 5:00PM (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Bella can be reached on (571) 272-7778. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Matthew C Bella/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 2624 

ER 



